
Before the Board of %nirag Adjustment, D. C. 

PUBLIC HE;LRING--%v. 25, 1964 

Appeal #7973 Louis A. Litraan, appellant, 

The Zoning Administrator Dis t r ic t  of Columbia, appellee, 

On motion duly made, seconded and carried with Mr. Clovlser dissenting, the 
following Order was entered on December 1, 1964: 

That the appeal f o r  a variance fromthe side yard requirements of the  
R-1-B Distr ict  t o  permit erection of a one-storg rear addition t o  the dwelling 
a t  4215 U t o n  Place, N.W., l o t  23, square 1679, be granted. 

From the records and the evidence adduced a t  the  hearing, the Board finds 
the following facts: 

(1) Appellant's l o t  has a frontage of 54 fee t  on Alton Place end depths 
of 101.1'7 and 86,U fee t  t o  a sixteen foot wide public alley i n  t he rear. 
The property has an area of 4005 square f e e t  of land and i s  improved with s 
detached single-f amily residence. 

(2) Appellant proposes t o  erect  an addition 11 x 7 feet  on the rear of the 
dwelling over an eudsting concrete slab i n  order t o  enlarge kitchen and xmke 
a dining area which a t  the present tiree i s  extremely amall, 

(3) The addition w i l l  provide a six foot six inch wide side yard whereas 
a minimum of eight f e e t  is required under the existing regulations. The 
addition w i l l  be one-story i n  height. The e x i s t j a g  side yard met requiremerxbs of 
regulations pr ior  t o  1958, 

(4) The addition is removed twenty fee t  From the closest dwelling t o  
the south which i s  the only property which be affected by the addition. 

(5) There was no objeotion t o  the granting of this appeal registered a t  the  
public hearing, 

We a re  of the &pinion that  the appellant has proven a case of hardship 
within the meaning of the  variance clause of the regulations by the extraordinary 
or  emeptional s i tuat ion or condition of the specific property, and tha t  the 
grant-u of th i s  appeal can be granted without substantial  detriment t o  the  publlc 
good and without substantially impsiring the irrtent, purpose, and intkgri ty of the 
zone plan. 

We are  further of the opinion tha t  Ught and air t o  adjoining properties 
w i l l  not beaffec ted  adversely as the proposed addition i s  pract ical ly even with 
the rear of the  adjoining property t o  the south and i s  removed twenty f e e t  therefrom. 


